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Abstract: We explore the potential and limitations of using artificial intelligence to quantify philosophical
health. Philosophical health is an approach to well-being defined as the dynamic coherence between thoughts,
values, and actions in harmony with the world. As both AI and philosophical practice gain prominence in
contemporary life, their intersection raises fundamental questions about measurement, meaning, and human
flourishing. To substantiate our analysis, we present the Philosophical Health Compass (PHC), a quantitative
instrument designed to assess six dimensions of philosophical wellbeing: bodily sense, sense of self, sense of
belonging, sense of the possible, sense of purpose, and philosophical sense. Through analysis of this instru-
ment, we investigate whether philosophical health — traditionally approached through qualitative exploration
and dialogue - could meaningfully benefit from Al-assisted quantification. We introduce the C.I.P.H.E.R. Model
(Crealectic Intelligence and Philosophical Health for Enriched Realities) as a human-in-the-loop framework for
responsible integration of AI in philosophical practice. The article argues that while quantification offers
valuable research opportunities, philosophical health assessment must preserve human sovereignty and
philosophical pluralism. We conclude that AI can conditionally enhance philosophical health evaluation if
implemented within boundaries that maintain the essentially human character of philosophical reflection,
suggesting a complementary rather than substitutive relationship between quantitative tools and qualitative
dialogue.
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1 Introduction

The unstoppable march of Al-powered technologies has led us to a point where the most intimate aspects of
human existence - finding or cultivating love, nurturing mental health, and determining career paths — can
now be partly automated via apps and algorithms." But what about this most personal matter: philosophical
health and self-knowledge? While recent developments in artificial intelligence have shown promising cap-
abilities in areas once thought uniquely human,” the question of whether philosophical well-being can be
algorithmically measured and enhanced remains both technically intriguing and ethically complex.

The notion of philosophical health has ancient roots reaching back to Socrates’ assertion that “the unex-
amined life is not worth living” and extending through Hellenistic schools that saw philosophy as a therapeutic
practice.? This tradition, now often called “philosophy as a way of life,” understood philosophical practice not
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primarily as abstract theorizing but as a practical discipline oriented toward human flourishing or eudai-
monia.* In contemporary times, this approach has been revitalized through philosophical counseling,® philo-
sophical practice,® and critical inquiries into the relationship between wisdom and well-being.”

Philosophical health emerges from this tradition as a distinct paradigm, defined as “a state of fruitful
coherence between a person’s ways of thinking and their ways of acting” or more fully as “the dynamic
adequation between thoughts and actions in a spirit of compossibility with the rest of the world.”® Unlike
clinical mental health approaches focused on symptom reduction or behavioral modification, philosophical
health emphasizes meaning-making, value-coherence, and ethical engagement with oneself and the world.

The suggestion of using Al to assess philosophical health may seem at first glance contradictory to
traditional philosophical approaches. Critics have argued that we already expect too much from technology
and risk diminishing essential aspects of the human experience.® Their concerns echo earlier philosophical
traditions that emphasize the irreducibly personal nature of self-knowledge, from Kierkegaard’s subjective
truth to Heidegger’s concept of authentic being. After all, philosophical self-knowledge has historically been
forged in the crucible of lived experience, relationships, and intimate struggles.

However, recent advances in Al present intriguing possibilities that warrant careful philosophical exam-
ination. Large language models have demonstrated capabilities for nuanced dialogue,’® while pattern recogni-
tion algorithms can identify correlations that elude human perception.” These technologies raise fundamental
questions about the nature of philosophical health and its assessment: Can then philosophical well-being be
meaningfully quantified? Should Al play a role in this process? What boundaries must be established to
preserve the essentially human character of philosophical reflection?

To address these questions, this article examines the Philosophical Health Compass (PHC), a new quanti-
tative assessment tool designed by Luis de Miranda in dialogue with colleagues from the Philosophical Health
International research group to complement his qualitative SMILE_PH methodology (Sense-Making Interviews
Looking at Elements of Philosophical Health). The PHC evaluates six dimensions of philosophical health: bodily
sense, sense of self, sense of belonging, sense of the possible, sense of purpose, and philosophical sense.” By
analyzing this instrument within the broader context of Al and philosophical practice, we investigate both the
promises and perils of quantifying philosophical well-being.

Our investigation proceeds through several interconnected inquiries: First, we explore the conceptual
foundations of philosophical health, distinguishing it from clinical approaches and establishing its six dimen-
sions. Second, we examine the philosophical problem of measurement and quantification in relation to
wisdom and well-being. Third, we analyze the Philosophical Health Compass as a specific attempt to quantify
philosophical health. Fourth, we introduce the C.I.P.H.E.R. Model (Crealectic Intelligence and Philosophical
Health for Enriched Realities) as a framework for human-AI collaboration in philosophical practice. Finally,
we consider the ethical implications of Al-assisted philosophical health assessment.

Throughout this exploration, we maintain that while technology might enhance our understanding of
philosophical health, it should remain in service rather than replacement of human philosophical reflection.
The question is not simply whether Al can quantify philosophical health, but whether it should - and if so,
under what conditions. As we navigate this terrain, we seek a balanced approach that embraces the potential
benefits of technological augmentation while preserving the essentially human character of philosophical
wisdom.
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2 Philosophical Health: Conceptual Foundations

The concept of philosophical health emerges from a long tradition of viewing philosophy as a therapeutic or
transformative practice. From Socrates’ emphasis on self-examination to the Stoics’ philosophical exercises™ and
contemporary philosophical counseling movements," philosophers have recognized that philosophical reflection
can contribute to human flourishing in ways distinct from clinical psychological interventions. However, the
specific notion of “philosophical health” represents a novel framework for understanding how philosophical
practice can enhance human well-being through systematic attention to meaning-making and value-coherence.

Philosophical health can be defined as “the dynamic adequation between thoughts and actions in a spirit
of compossibility with the rest of the world.”"® This definition draws on both ancient and modern philosophical
traditions: the concept of adequation echoes classical theories of truth as correspondence (Aquinas), while
compossibility derives from Leibniz’s theory of possible worlds.® The term “compossibility” refers to the
active harmony of possible or actual elements that constitute a coherent world — not everything that is
individually possible is “compossible” or compatible within a given system of reality.

This framework aligns with but extends beyond contemporary virtue ethics and philosophical practice.
While therapeutic philosophy often focuses on problem-solving or emotional regulation,"” philosophical health
emphasizes the broader goal of achieving what MacIntyre calls “narrative unity” and integrity in one’s life.'®
This unity encompasses not only internal coherence but also what Taylor describes as an orientation within
moral frameworks'® and what Ricoeur terms “ethical aim,” the project of living well with and for others in just
institutions or societies.”®

Unlike clinical approaches that often focus on symptom reduction or behavior modification according to
predetermined norms, philosophical health is non-pathological and non-clinical. It recognizes the diversity of
philosophical traditions and avoids imposing a singular vision of human flourishing. As Banicki observes,
philosophical work, in this way, focuses on the philosophical understanding of our concrete life struggles,
purposes, and worldviews.”'

The relationship between philosophical health and autonomous thinking merits particular attention. As Kant
argued, and contemporary scholars have elaborated, genuine thinking requires both the courage to use one’s own
understanding and the wisdom to recognize its limits.”” This doesn’t mean that thinking can be isolated; as Arendt
emphasized, thinking is inherently dialogical, even when conducted alone.”® The practice of philosophical health
can be facilitated through philosophical dialogue, within a more or less structured context. But the effort to think
is always personal and embodied.

Among the methodologies developed for philosophical counseling, the SMILE_PH method (Sense-Making
Interviews Looking at Elements of Philosophical Health) offers a systematic approach to exploring and enhan-
cing philosophical health.”* This semi-structured dialogue framework builds on established traditions
in philosophical practice while incorporating insights from contemporary research in psychology®® and
meaning-making.”® The method consists of six interconnected elements, each addressing a fundamental aspect
of philosophical well-being:
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The Bodily Sense begins with embodiment, recognizing what Merleau-Ponty termed the “lived body” as the
foundation of human experience.” Through phenomenological self-examination, we become aware of our
embodied presence in spacetime. This dimension acknowledges what Johnson calls the “meaning of
the body” — how bodily experience shapes understanding and values.”® As Sheets-Johnstone argues,
“Movement forms the I that moves before the I that moves forms movement.”*’

The Sense of Self builds on contemporary theories of selfhood,*® exploring the reflexive awareness char-
acteristic of human consciousness. This approach integrates insights from both phenomenological tradi-
tions®' and contemporary cognitive science while maintaining a focus on philosophical rather than psy-
chological aspects of self-understanding. As Taylor notes, the self is a potential speaker who exists within
“webs of interlocution.”*?

The Sense of Belonging examines what Heidegger called “being-with” (Mitsein) and what contemporary
social philosophers term “social ontology.”**> Recent research supports the philosophical intuition that
belonging constitutes a fundamental aspect of human flourishing,>* and that, beyond well-being, there can
be such thing as well-belonging.*®

The Sense of the Possible draws on existential philosophy’s emphasis on possibility and projec
exploring one’s relationship with potential futures but also potentiality as a source of action. The
SMILE_PH method was initially developed through research with individuals living with spinal cord
injury, revealing how philosophical health transcends physical limitation.*” This aligns with Bandura’s
concept of self-efficacy while extending it into philosophical dimensions.>®

The Sense of Purpose engages with what Frankfurt calls “volitional necessity” — the things we can’t help
caring about® — and what Korsgaard terms “practical identity.”** This connects individual purpose to
universal ethical principles, echoing Kant’s conception of the categorical imperative.*'

The Philosophical Sense examines one’s overall worldview or what German Enlightenment figures called
Weltanschauung. This continues to involve a critical examination of assumptions and beliefs, similar to
what Socrates termed the “examined life,” while integrating our worldview, cosmology, or ideology. This
meta-cognitive dimension allows for the integration of the other elements while maintaining awareness of
their theoretical foundations.

t,36

These six elements work together to promote what Aristotle called eudaimonia — not mere happiness but

flourishing through the realization of human potential. The SMILE_PH method has been empirically tested in
various contexts, including philosophical counseling, showing promise in both clinical and non-clinical set-
tings.*? However, its philosophical orientation distinguishes it from purely psychological approaches, main-
taining focus on meaning, value, and ethical engagement rather than symptom reduction or behavioral
modification.
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Understanding philosophical health as distinct from mental health becomes particularly crucial as we
consider the role of Al in human flourishing. While AI might assist with certain aspects of psychological well-
being through data analysis and pattern recognition, philosophical health involves elements of meaning-
making and value-coherence that require first-person reflection — the human cogito (“I think”). This distinction
will prove essential as we explore how AI might support rather than supplant philosophical practice.

3 The Question of Quantification

The attempt to quantify philosophical health raises questions about measurement itself and the nature of what
we seek to understand. At stake is not merely a methodological concern but a philosophical one: can wisdom,
meaning, and philosophical coherence be meaningfully expressed through proportions? This question con-
nects to longstanding debates in the philosophy of science, phenomenology, and ethics regarding the quanti-
fication of human experience.

The desire for measurement has deep cultural and intellectual roots. As Heidegger observed, “The funda-
mental event of the modern age is the conquest of the world as picture,” suggesting that modern thinking
increasingly frames reality as something to be discretized, calculated, represented, and controlled.*® More
recently, Muller has critiqued what he terms “the tyranny of metrics” — the obsession with quantification that
can distort the very values it purports to measure.** This tension between qualitative experience and quanti-
tative assessment is particularly acute when examining philosophical health.

Historical attempts to quantify philosophical concepts have often encountered significant challenges.
From Bentham’s felicific calculus calculating our amount of pleasure to contemporary measurements of
subjective well-being, efforts to assign numerical values to qualitative states face what philosophers call the
“commensurability problem” — whether fundamentally different values can be measured on a common
scale.*> As Nussbaum suggests, the plurality of goods cannot be reduced to a single metric without distortion.*®

Yet, measurement also offers distinct advantages. As Kingma notes, well-designed quantitative tools can
reveal patterns across populations that might not be apparent through individual case studies.*” Moreover,
measurement can facilitate comparative analysis, enabling researchers to track changes over time and across
different contexts and populations. This potential for systematic knowledge generation makes quantification
attractive, despite its philosophical limitations.

The philosophical problem of measurement involves what Husserl called the “mathematization of nature”
— the process by which lived experience is translated into mathematical formalism.*® This process necessarily
involves abstraction and reduction, raising questions about what is preserved and what is lost. As Bergson
argued, quantification typically involves spatial metaphors that may not adequately capture the temporal,
flowing, and continuous nature of lived experience and duration:*° Life is not discrete in the sense that it is an
emergent whole, not its parts only.

In the specific context of philosophical health, quantification faces several distinct challenges. First is what we
might call the perspectival problem — philosophical well-being may look radically different according to different
philosophical traditions. A stoic conception of flourishing, emphasizing rational control and emotional equanimity,
differs markedly from an existentialist emphasis on authenticity, creation, and engagement, or a Buddhist focus on
non-attachment and compassion.
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Second is the normative problem — measurement implicitly establishes norms against which individuals
are evaluated. This raises questions about who determines these norms and whether they inadvertently
privilege certain cultural or philosophical perspectives. As Foucault demonstrated, measurement practices
are never neutral but always embedded in power relations that shape what counts as “normal” or “healthy.”*

Third is the granularity problem - philosophical health involves subtle qualities of experience and
reflection that may resist capture through standardized questions. What Wittgenstein called the “fine grain”
of experience — in fact not even a grain but a continuous flow — may be lost when translated into numerical
scores.” This is particularly true for the meta-cognitive aspects of philosophical reflection, where awareness of
one’s own thinking processes plays a crucial role. Think about dreams, and how their reality space is con-
tinuous in phenomenological, first-person experience rather than in facts.

Despite these challenges, quantification may offer potential benefits for understanding or democra-
tizing philosophical health. First, it provides a structured framework for exploring key dimensions that
might otherwise remain implicit or overlooked. As Campbell observes, Measurement involves the explicit
statement of rules for assigning numbers to objects to represent quantities of attributes.>® This critical
explicitness can clarify and relativize the conceptual terrain even when the measurement itself is
imperfect.

Second, quantification facilitates more systematic research across populations, potentially revealing pat-
terns that would not be visible through individual case studies alone. This broader perspective can help
identify common challenges and effective practices that might inform philosophical counseling and education.

Third, quantitative approaches can complement qualitative methods through triangulation - using mul-
tiple methods to compensate for the limitations of each. As mixed-methods researchers have argued, inte-
grating qualitative and quantitative approaches often provides richer insights than either approach alone.>®

The Philosophical Health Compass represents a specific attempt to navigate these tensions by providing a
structured quantitative assessment while acknowledging the irreducible qualitative dimensions of philoso-
phical well-being. The compass serves as a complementary assessment tool that prepares for — and does not
replace — in-depth semi-structured interviews and enables comparative analysis. This complementary rela-
tionship still acknowledges what Merleau-Ponty called the “primacy of perception” — the foundational role of
lived experience, shared in the interviews, that precedes, grounds, and prevents any attempt at mere
quantification.>

Moreover, the integration of Al into this process introduces additional complexity. Al systems excel at
pattern recognition and statistical analysis, potentially enhancing the utility of quantitative assessments. Yet
they may also amplify the risks of reductionism and standardization that philosophers have long criticized. As
Dreyfus argued, Al approaches often fail to capture the “embodied, situated aspect of human intelligence” that
is central to philosophical reflection.>®

The challenge, then, is to develop a dynamic approach that might reduce its normativity by introducing
elements of co-creation with the interviewees. Such an approach would recognize the “pharmakon” ambiva-
lent nature of measurement technologies — simultaneously medicine and poison — requiring careful attention
to their proper use and limitations.>® This attention becomes especially crucial when measurement is aug-
mented by artificial intelligence, which may detect patterns and connections beyond human perception while
potentially obscuring the very human qualities that philosophical health seeks to nurture.
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4 The Philosophical Health Compass: A Quantitative Approach

The Philosophical Health Compass (PHC, as given in Appendix) emerges as a response to the need for more
structured and scalable assessment in philosophical health research. While qualitative methods like the
SMILE_PH protocol provide rich individual narratives, their limitations in standardization constrain sys-
tematic research across populations. The PHC aims to complement these approaches by offering a quantitative
framework that can be used alongside in-depth philosophical dialogues.

The development of the PHC followed directly from extensive philosophical counseling practice, which
emphasized the pertinence of examining philosophical health through six distinct yet interconnected existen-
tial dimensions. The formulation of specific questionnaire items emerged from a systematic analysis of
counseling session narratives, where recurring themes and client experiences were synthesized into concep-
tual constructs while preserving the nuanced nature of philosophical dialogue.

The PHC consists of 48 items, with eight statements corresponding to each of the six dimensions of
philosophical health. These statements were crafted to capture alternatively positive and negative aspects
of each dimension, allowing for a nuanced assessment of an individual’s philosophical health profile. The
questionnaire employs a five-point rating scale — Completely untrue (1), Rarely true (2), Undecided (3), Often
true (4), and Completely True (5) — incorporating alternating positive and negative item formulations to
mitigate response biases and enhance reliability.

Each dimension is explored through statements that address various aspects of that particular sense. For
example, the “Bodily Sense” dimension includes items such as “I feel full of vitality” and “I feel disconnected
from nature, both within myself and in my surroundings.” The first statement draws from Bergson’s concept of
élan vital and contemporary vitality research,” while the second addresses eco-phenomenology>® and
research on nature-connectedness. Together, the eight items provide a comprehensive but not exhaustive
assessment of an individual’s relationship with their embodied existence.

Similarly, the “Sense of Self” dimension examines consistency across situations, self-understanding, per-
sonal responsibility, and the recognition of strengths or challenges to self-coherence. The statement “I tend to
be the same person in all situations,” for instance, addresses the philosophical problem of personal identity
persistence, drawing among others from Ricoeur’s concept of narrative identity.>®* Meanwhile, “I take respon-
sibility for shaping who I am” draws among others from Sartre’s existential philosophy of radical responsi-
bility and agency,® supported by contemporary research on psychological ownership®' and personal agency.®?

The “Sense of Belonging” dimension captures what Heidegger termed Mitsein (being-with) through state-
ments like “I experience meaningful connections with others” and “I maintain my independence while
belonging to groups.” These items reflect the fundamental tension between individuation and sociation that
Simmel identified as central to social life,%® as well as what de Miranda terms “well-belonging” — the capacity to
participate in community while maintaining individual autonomy.®

The “Sense of the Possible” dimension, particularly crucial for philosophical health, includes statements
such as “I believe many possibilities exist even in difficult circumstances” and “I turn obstacles into oppor-
tunities for enrichment.” These items address what Sartre identified as the fundamental structure of human
consciousness — its orientation toward possibilities®® — and resonate with contemporary research on resilience
and post-traumatic growth.%®
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The “Sense of Purpose” dimension explores how individuals develop and maintain meaningful life direc-
tions through items like “I am inspired by values that are meaningful to me” and “I remain committed to my
chosen purpose even in challenging situations.” These statements connect to Taylor’s concept of “strong
evaluation”®” and Nietzsche’s notion of amor fati, examining how individuals integrate their values into
consistent life-affirming projects.

The “Philosophical Sense” dimension serves as both a capstone and meta-perspective, examining an
individual’s capacity for conceptual thinking and meaning-making as well as the unveiling of a personal
cosmology. Items such as “I notice patterns that help me make sense of life” and “I recognize how my world-
view influences my decisions” explore the reflective and integrative aspects of philosophical thinking that
allow individuals to make coherent, critical, and systematic meaning of their experiences.

The theoretical grounding of each item is significant, as it connects the quantitative assessment to sub-
stantial philosophical traditions and contemporary research which were explored more exhaustively in pre-
vious literature on the SMILE_PH method.®® Each of the 48 statements has been carefully formulated to
capture different aspects of philosophical engagement with experience. This careful formulation aims to
ensure that the quantitative assessment retains philosophical depth rather than reducing complex existential
dimensions to simplistic metrics.

The PHC is designed to be self-administered, with clear instructions provided to respondents regarding the
timeframe they should consider when rating each statement. The questionnaire begins with explicit guidance
about considering one’s typical recent experience over the past 4-6 weeks, emphasizing the importance of
reflecting on how frequently or consistently each statement applies during this standard unit of existence. This
timeframe was chosen for specific methodological reasons: it is long enough to identify stable patterns rather
than temporary states; it allows for observation across multiple life situations; it is recent enough for accurate
recall; and it provides sufficient duration to notice shifts in patterns and allow time for reflection. It also takes
into account that the SMILE_PH program of dialogue usually lasts 8 weeks (8 sessions), and therefore a PHC
questionnaire could be filled out before and after the in-depth dialogue sessions.

To ensure the questionnaire’s clarity and relevance, a feedback mechanism may accompany the assess-
ment tool, which encourages further self-reflection via co-creation. This document can solicit detailed
responses about the comprehensibility of items, the manageability of the questionnaire’s length, respondent
engagement, and the personal relevance of the items. This feedback mechanism serves both practical purposes
— improving the instrument — and philosophical ones — engaging respondents in the co-reflective assessment
of the very means of their philosophical assessment.

Preliminary use of the PHC alongside the SMILE_PH methodology, for instance with 10 students and staff
of the Stockholm School of Economics, who went in 2025 through 8 SMILE_PH individual sessions with Luis de
Miranda, suggests several potential applications. First, it serves as a complementary assessment tool that
prepares for in-depth semi-structured interviews and later enables comparative analysis. The structured
format of the questionnaire could facilitate larger-scale studies than are not possible with purely qualitative
approaches, potentially enabling researchers to identify patterns and correlations that might not be apparent
through individual interviews alone.

Second, it contributes potentially to quantifiable data that makes it easier for researchers to incorporate
philosophical health into broader health and wellbeing frameworks. This integration could help philosophical
health show its pertinence alongside more established dimensions of well-being, potentially influencing
broader social and healthcare policies.

Third, a standardized tool enables repeated measures over time, facilitating longitudinal research to
explore how philosophical well-being evolves, whether it responds to interventions, and whether it correlates
with other health or quality-of-life indicators. This temporal dimension is particularly important for under-
standing philosophical health as a dynamic rather than static quality.
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However, these potential benefits must be balanced against the significant risk of normativity. There may
not be one unique way of being philosophically healthy, contrary to what the compass might implicitly suggest.
This risk is particularly acute when the instrument is combined with artificial intelligence, which may detect
patterns and correlations that inadvertently establish normative standards or general imperatives without
adequate philosophical reflection on their appropriateness.

The PHC represents a promising step in the development of philosophical health assessment, but its true
value will emerge, we think, through its thoughtful integration with qualitative approaches and its careful
validation across diverse philosophical traditions and cultural contexts. As with any attempt to quantify
complex human experiences, the compass must be used not as a definitive measure but as what Gadamer
might call a “horizon” — a perspective that illuminates while acknowledging its own limitations and the
existence of other ways of seeing.®’

5 Artificial Intelligence and Philosophical Practice

The integration of artificial intelligence into philosophical practice represents a frontier rich with both
promise and peril. As Al systems become increasingly sophisticated in language processing, pattern recogni-
tion, and even conceptual reasoning, the question arises: what role should these technologies play in the
domain of philosophical health? This question requires careful examination of the nature of Al intelligence, its
relationship to human philosophical reflection, and the conditions under which human-AI collaboration
might enhance rather than diminish philosophical practice.

Understanding the differences between human and artificial intelligence is crucial for this examination.
As I have argued elsewhere, a good strategy to distinguish natural intelligence from artificial intelligence is to
distinguish between three modes of intelligence: analytic, dialectic, and crealectic.”® Analytic intelligence
excels at logical decomposition and systematic analysis but may fall prey to what Whitehead termed the
“fallacy of misplaced concreteness” — mistaking abstract models and labels for concrete reality.”" Dialectical
intelligence engages with the interplay of opposing viewpoints and the synthesis of contradictions but can be
limited by power dynamics and emotional investment in established or binary positions. Crealectic intelli-
gence, by contrast, emphasizes generative potential and multiplicity of becoming rather than mere analysis or
opposition, focusing on creating new compatible possibilities (compossibilities).

Most current Al systems excel primarily at analytical and, to some extent, dialectical intelligence. Large
language models can process vast amounts of text, identify patterns, and even simulate dialectical reasoning
through the synthesis of multiple perspectives. However, they typically lack a first-person relationship to
the “Creal” — an abbreviation for Creative Real, representing the dynamic generative potential inherent in reality.”?
This limitation becomes particularly significant when considering philosophical health, which involves not just
analysis of existing patterns but openness to emergent and embodied possibilities and creative meaning-making.

The distinction between automation and human cognition further illuminates the challenges of inte-
grating Al into philosophical practice. As Dreyfus argued, human expertise involves embodied, situated under-
standing that resists formalization in algorithmic terms.”® This embodied dimension is central to philosophical
health, particularly in the bodily sense dimension that recognizes our physical being as the foundation of
experience. Al systems, lacking embodied and first-person existence, may miss this crucial aspect of philoso-
phical health.

However, the relationship between automation and human cognition is more complex than simple opposition.
Contemporary cognitive science suggests that many mental processes we consider uniquely human may involve

69 Gadamer, Truth and Method.

70 de Miranda, “Artificial Intelligence and Philosophical Creativity.”
71 Whitehead, Process and Reality.

72 de Miranda, “On the Concept of Creal.”

73 Dreyfus, What Computers Still Can’t Do.



10 —— Luis de Miranda DE GRUYTER
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Figure 1: The CIPHER model and its 2 methods: SMILE_PH and Crealectics.

forms of natural automation — what Kahneman calls “System 1” thinking.”* We may be more automated by social
rules, beliefs, habits, or language than traditional accounts suggest, yet we also possess unique capacities for self-
reflection, radical creativity, and sense-making that transcend mechanical computation.

This nuanced understanding suggests that Al might complement human philosophical reflection by
supporting certain cognitive processes while leaving space for distinctively human forms of intelligence.
Our C.I.P.H.E.R. Model (Crealectic Intelligence and Philosophical Health for Enriched Realities) offers a frame-
work for conceptualizing this complementary relationship. This model is not incompatible with a collaborative
— cogenerative — relationship between humans and Al, ensuring that technology serves to enrich rather than
supplant the human creative practive of self-understanding (Figure 1).

The CIPHER Model unfolds through several interconnected components, beginning with the recognition
that philosophical health involves six dimensions that resist full automation. These dimensions, the same as in
the SMILE_PH method — bodily sense, sense of self, sense of belonging, sense of the possible, sense of purpose,
and philosophical sense — each involve forms of understanding that require embodied, emotionally engaged

74 Kahneman, Thinking, Fast and Slow.
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human reflection. Al systems might assist in analyzing certain aspects of these dimensions but cannot replace
the lived experience and the first-person singular experience at their core.

Compossible with the CIPHER Model is therefore the concept of “human-in-the-loop” (HITL) implementa-
tion, where Al systems serve as tools under human guidance. By incorporating human judgment and expertise
throughout the process, HITL systems achieve greater accuracy, reliability, and ethical alignment than Al
operating in isolation. This human oversight becomes particularly crucial in addressing ethical concerns
surrounding the use of Al in personal development.

The practical implementation of this framework involves integrating two distinct but complementary
methodologies: the SMILE_PH method and the Crealectic Method. While the SMILE_PH method provides a
structured approach to exploring philosophical health through dialogue, the Crealectic Method offers a sys-
tematic process for fostering creative thinking and meaningful innovation.

The Crealectic Method unfolds through five interconnected stages, each building upon the previous while
maintaining flexibility for individual variation.”” These stages begin with Resetting, where practitioners intention-
ally create mental space by approaching a state of tabula rasa through philosophical meditation or mindfulness
exercises. This preparatory phase allows for deeper engagement with the creative potential inherent in reality,
what is termed Crealing (Step 2). From this foundation of openness and possibility, the method proceeds to
Profusing, encouraging the free and uncensored expression of ideas beyond conventional limitations or judgments.
This generative phase leads naturally to Compossibilizing (step 4), where practitioners identify and integrate
compatible elements from the profusion of possibilities and ideas. The final stage, Realizing, bridges theoretical
insight and practical implementation, ensuring that creative ideas manifest in meaningful action. This is described
in detail in a forthcoming book titled Crealectics as a Creative Method (de Miranda, Palgrave).

Al systems might support this process in various ways: analyzing text to identify recurring themes or
tensions; suggesting connections between different ideas or experiences; or even generating alternative
perspectives that prompt human reflection. Crucially, however, creative synthesis and qualitative sense-
making remain human activities, with Al serving as a tool rather than a replacement for human wisdom.

The integration of Al into philosophical practice also raises questions about the role of dialogue and
intersubjectivity. As Buber emphasized, genuine dialogue involves an I-Thou relationship that transcends
instrumental engagement.’® Al systems, as products of human design, cannot participate in such relationships
in the full sense. However, they might facilitate human-to-human dialogue by providing prompts, identifying
patterns, or suggesting connections that human participants might otherwise overlook.

Recent research on human-AI collaboration suggests that “centaur systems” — hybrid approaches that
combine human and machine capabilities — often outperform either human or AI systems working indepen-
dently.”” Applied to philosophical practice, this suggests that Al-augmented philosophical dialogue might
enhance certain aspects of the process while preserving the essentially human character of philosophical
reflection. But one needs to remember that thinking is a personal, embodied and crealectic human experience
that cannot be automated.

The role of AI in relation to the Philosophical Health Compass presents particular opportunities and
challenges. Al systems might analyze patterns across large datasets of PHC responses, identifying correlations
and suggesting potential interventions. However, such analysis must remain under human oversight to avoid
reifying statistical patterns as normative standards. As Taylor reminds us, genuine self-understanding
requires engagement with the capacity to reflect critically on the worth of different desires and purposes
based on qualitative assessments that may not be influenced by statistical patterns.’®

The integration of Al into philosophical practice thus requires careful attention to what might be called
“philosophical sovereignty” — ensuring that human wisdom and creativity remain central while leveraging
technological capabilities to enrich the process of philosophical discovery. This sovereignty is not merely a
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matter of oversight but of maintaining the conditions for genuine philosophical reflection, which involves
elements of embodiment, intersubjectivity, and creative meaning-making that transcend algorithmic
processing.

6 Ethical Implications

The integration of artificial intelligence into philosophical health assessment raises ethical questions that
extend beyond general concerns about Al ethics. These questions touch upon fundamental aspects of human
autonomy, authenticity, and the nature of philosophical understanding itself. Following Vallor’s framework of
technological virtue ethics,” we must examine not only the immediate practical implications but also the long-
term effects on human flourishing and philosophical development.

One primary concern involves “informational autonomy” — the capacity to make independent decisions
about one’s informational space.?® In the context of philosophical health, this raises questions about how Al
systems might influence or shape users’ self-understanding and what we may call autology (the autonomous
and personal logic of one’s life). While AI can provide valuable insights through pattern recognition and data
analysis, there is a risk of what Frischmann and Selinger call “techno-social engineering” — the subtle shaping
of human behavior and mindset through technological systems.®' This risk becomes particularly acute in
philosophical counseling, even if the goal is to enhance rather than diminish human agency.

The issue of data privacy and security in Al-assisted philosophical counseling extends beyond standard
cybersecurity concerns. As Nissenbaum argues, privacy must be understood contextually, and philosophical coun-
seling represents a unique context with its own norms and expectations.®? The intimate nature of philosophical self-
exploration demands special consideration of what Manders-Huits calls “moral identification” — the ways in which
personal data relate to and potentially affect moral personhood.®® The collection and analysis of deeply personal
philosophical reflections raise questions about data sovereignty and the right to cognitive liberty.®*

Another crucial ethical consideration involves “volitional necessity,” the relationship between our choices
and our fundamental values.®> Al systems trained on large datasets might identify patterns that reflect
common human experiences, but this statistical approach risks normalizing rather than illuminating indivi-
dual philosophical journeys. As Taylor argues, authentic self-understanding requires engagement with “strong
evaluation” - the capacity to assess not just our preferences but the worthiness of our preferences
themselves.®

The potential for Al systems to perpetuate or amplify existing biases takes on special significance in
philosophical health contexts. Recent work has highlighted how algorithmic systems can encode and reinforce
social prejudices.®” In philosophical counseling, where questions of identity, meaning, and value are central,
such biases could profoundly affect individuals’ self-understanding and development. This concern connects
to broader debates about what Medina calls “epistemic injustice” in technological systems.

The question of transparency and explainability in Al systems becomes particularly relevant when
dealing with philosophical self-understanding. While recent work on explainable AI*® has made progress in
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making algorithmic decisions more interpretable, philosophical health requires a deeper form of under-
standing that goes beyond mere explanation of system outputs. This connects to what Heidegger identified
as “the question concerning technology” — how technological frameworks shape our understanding of our-
selves and our world.*

Recent research on Al’s role in moral enhancement®' and ethical guidance®' suggests both opportunities
and risks in using Al for philosophical development. While AI systems might help identify ethical inconsis-
tencies or blind spots in our thinking, there is a risk of what Borgmann calls “device paradigm” — the tendency
to treat complex human problems as merely technical challenges requiring technological solutions.*?

The impact on human-to-human relationships in philosophical counseling also requires careful considera-
tion. Drawing on Buber’s distinction between I-It and I-Thou relationships,”* we must consider how Al
mediation might affect the quality of philosophical dialogue. While AI may in some cases facilitate certain
aspects of philosophical reflection, it should not diminish what Arendt called “human plurality,” the unique
capacity for meaningful human interaction and diversified understanding.’® As Schiitz observed, The world of
We is common world, intersubjectively shared.*®

Cultural considerations present another significant ethical challenge. The PHC has been developed within
a primarily — but not only — Western philosophical framework, and its applicability across different cultural
contexts requires careful examination. The very concepts underlying each dimension may be understood
differently in various cultural traditions. As Nusshaum warns, we must be careful not to allow a concern with
universal form to obliterate our sensitivity to difference.” This concern becomes especially acute when AI
systems trained primarily on Western philosophical texts are applied in diverse cultural contexts.

Moreover, there is a risk of excessive normativity in Al-assisted philosophical health assessment, which
may conflict with the openness of the semi-structured SMILE_PH method of dialogue. This is why combining
the quantitative assessment with qualitative dialogue is essential to preserve individuality and discursive
freedom. Ignoring the SMILE_PH dialogues to favor only the questionnaire would damage the spirit of phi-
losophical counseling, which focuses on people’s discursive freedom, experiential uniqueness, and cognitive
singularity, rather than the statistical aspect of their psychology.

Based on these considerations, we propose several ethical principles for Al integration in philosophical
health:

First, the principle of autonomous self-development: AI systems should enhance rather than replace
human philosophical reflection. This aligns with what O’Neill calls “principled autonomy,” freedom guided
by rational self-legislation rather than mere preference satisfaction.’® In practical terms, this means that Al
should function as a tool under human direction rather than an autonomous guide or authority.

Second, the principle of hermeneutic integrity: Al systems should preserve and enhance users’ capacity
for meaningful self-interpretation. This builds for instance on Ricoeur’s concept of narrative identity®® while
acknowledging the role of technological mediation in contemporary self-understanding. Al should support
rather than short-circuit the interpretive process through which individuals make sense of their experiences.

Third, the principle of philosophical authenticity: Al assistance should support rather than standardize
individual philosophical development. This principle draws on existentialist insights about authentic self-
creation while recognizing the social and technological context of contemporary life. As Sherman argues,
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authenticity is not about isolation from others but about finding one’s own path within socially compatible
possibilities.'®

Fourth, the principle of epistemic humility: AI systems should acknowledge the limitations of algorithmic
approaches to philosophical understanding. This connects to what Code calls “epistemic responsibility” — the
obligation to recognize and respect the boundaries of different forms of knowledge.'®" AI systems should be
designed and implemented with awareness of their fundamental limitations in capturing the full richness of
human philosophical experience.

These ethical principles, among others, should inform bhoth the design and implementation of Al systems
in philosophical health practices. As we develop new technologies for supporting philosophical development,
we must remain mindful of the delicate balance between enhancement and preservation of human flour-
ishing. This is particularly important when powerful technologies like AI enter the intimate domain of self-
understanding.

The ultimate ethical question is not whether Al can assist in philosophical health assessment, but whether
such assistance serves the fundamental goals of philosophical practice. As Aristotle recognized, the aim of
ethics is not knowledge but action — not merely to know what is good but to become good, a person of quality.
Similarly, the aim of philosophical health is not merely to understand but to existentially flourish, and
technological interventions must be evaluated according to their contribution to this flourishing rather
than mere efficiency or technical capability.

7 Conclusion: Toward an Integrated Approach?

The integration of artificial intelligence into philosophical health assessment represents a complex terrain,
rich with both promise and peril. Our exploration of the Philosophical Health Compass and the CIPHER Model
has revealed both the potential benefits of quantification and Al assistance and the significant challenges they
present to the essentially human character of existential creativity and philosophical reflection. As we con-
clude, we return to our central question: Can and should AI help us quantify philosophical health?

The answer, we suggest, is conditionally affirmative — Al can indeed help quantify aspects of philosophical
health, and such collective quantification may prove valuable under certain conditions and within specific
boundaries. However, these conditions and boundaries must be carefully established to preserve “philoso-
phical sovereignty” — ensuring that human wisdom and creativity remain central when leveraging technolo-
gical capabilities to enrich the process of philosophical discovery.

The complementary nature of qualitative and quantitative approaches emerges as a central theme in our
analysis. The Philosophical Health Compass serves as a complementary assessment tool that prepares for in-
depth semi-structured interviews and enables comparative analysis. This complementarity acknowledges both
the value of structured assessment and its inherent limitations. While the PHC offers a framework for
systematic evaluation, it cannot capture the full richness of philosophical reflection that emerges through
dialogue and lived experience.

Similarly, AI systems offer valuable capabilities for pattern recognition, data analysis, and even the
generation of alternative perspectives, but they lack the embodied, situated understanding that characterizes
human philosophical reflection. Al should serve as a tool under human direction rather than an autonomous
guide or authority in philosophical or existential matters. Metrics are indications that can help a decision or an
insight, but they cannot and should not produce the decision automatically, because our decisions are embo-
died and take place in a shared complex world.

The human-in-the-loop approach outlined in the CIPHER Model offers a promising framework for respon-
sible integration of Al in philosophical practice. By ensuring that human judgment and expertise guide the
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process throughout, this approach leverages the complementary strengths of human and artificial intelligence
while preserving the essentially human character of philosophical reflection. As de Miranda, Ramamoorthy
and Rovatsos suggest, such “anthrobotic” systems — in which the human (anthropos) controls and keeps
detached from the automation — achieve greater accuracy, reliability, and ethical alignment than AI operating
in isolation.'*

The ethical principles we have sketched — autonomous self-development, hermeneutic integrity, philoso-
phical authenticity, and epistemic humility — could provide, once thoroughly explored and tested, guideposts
for navigating this complex terrain. These principles acknowledge both the potential benefits of technological
assistance and the fundamental importance of preserving human agency and diversity in philosophical
development. They suggest that Al integration, if any, should be approached not as a replacement for human
philosophical practice but as an enrichment of it under certain conditions.

Looking toward future developments, several research directions emerge as particularly promising. We
need more fieldwork on the effectiveness of Al-assisted philosophical counseling. Additionally, comparative
studies between traditional philosophical counseling and Al-assisted approaches could illuminate both the
possibilities and limitations of technological integration. The effectiveness of an anthrobotic model in pro-
moting philosophical health and self-knowledge requires further investigation through large-scale studies.
Additional research should examine the model’s effectiveness across different cultural contexts and philoso-
phical traditions. Future deployments in developing Al-assisted philosophical counseling tools will provide
valuable insights into the practical implementation challenges and opportunities.

It is our claim that thoughtful philosophical practice should be practiced in a personal (or inter-personal)
and embodied manner to enhance human capabilities for self-understanding, existential creativity, and
meaning-making. The key lies in maintaining philosophical sovereignty — ensuring that human wisdom and
biographical authorship remain central when leveraging technological capabilities to enrich the process of
reality enrichment and philosophical discovery.
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Appendix

The Philosophical Health Compass (PHC) and Its Evaluation

The following questionnaire is meant as a complement to the SMILE_PH protocol of dialogue and coun-

seling (Sense-Making Interviews Looking at Elements of Philosophical Health).

Please respond to each statement based on your typical recent experience — how it has generally felt for
you in the last 4-6 weeks. Think about how true each statement is for you based on how frequently or

consistently it applies to you within this recent period.
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Rating Scale:
Completely untrue (1),
Rarely true (2),
Undecided (3),

Often true (4),
Completely True (5)

Bodily Sense

. I feel full of vitality.

. I feel discomfort with my body.

. I experience my body as a source of joy.

. I don’t feel grateful for being in my body.

I am aware of and act on my body’s signals.

. I feel disconnected from nature, both within myself and in my surroundings.
. I move with fluidity around the physical world.
. I find it difficult to gain insights from my body’s experiences.

Sense of Self

. I tend to be the same person in all situations.

. I struggle to recognize what makes me unique.

. I believe I understand myself deeply.

. I am confused about certain aspects of myself.

. I take responsibility for shaping who I am.

. I find it difficult to recognize my inner wisdom.

. I achieve success while staying true to who I am.

. I find it challenging to differentiate my strengths from my weaknesses.

Sense of Belonging

. I experience meaningful connections with others

. I feel disconnected from the communities around me.

. I feel a strong sense of connection to the shared human experience.

. I struggle to feel connected to something greater than myself.

. I consider life in general as a familiar domain.

. I struggle to balance time for myself with time spent connecting with others.
. I maintain my independence while belonging to groups.

. I don’t feel free to express my thoughts in groups.

DE GRUYTER



DE GRUYTER Can and Should Al Help Us Quantify Philosophical Health? = 19

Sense of the Possible
. I believe many possibilities exist even in difficult circumstances.
. I doubt my potential to create positive change in my life.
. I recognize opportunities beyond current limitations.
. T avoid engaging with creative challenges.
. I turn obstacles into opportunities for enrichment.
. I find it difficult to recognize opportunities in uncertain situations.
. I believe in our shared ability to create positive change.
. I struggle to balance new opportunities with existing responsibilities.
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Sense of Purpose
. I am inspired by values that are meaningful to me.
. I'lack a strong sense of purpose or direction in life.
. I remain committed to my chosen purpose even in challenging situations.
. I sense that my goals are focused primarily on my own success.
. I can clearly articulate my higher purpose.
. I find it difficult to align my actions with my ideals.
. I make an effort to understand other people’s purposes.
. I do not consider how my purpose benefits others.
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Philosophical Sense
. I face problems via conceptual thinking.
. I don’t think about situations from a holistic perspective.
. I notice patterns that help me make sense of life.
. I rarely consider diverse perspectives when making decisions.
. Ilink my daily actions to broader principles and values.
. I struggle to make meaning out of my experiences.
. I recognize how my worldview influences my decisions.
. I struggle to stay reflective during challenging moments.
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Feedback Document

Thank You! We greatly appreciate your participation in this questionnaire. Your feedback is invaluable in
helping us refine and improve the scale for clarity, accuracy, and effectiveness.

Please take a few minutes to provide your honest thoughts and insights on the items you just completed.

Section 1: General Feedback

Overall Clarity

Were the items easy to understand?

O Yes

O No (If no, please specify which items were unclear and why.)

Length of the Scale

Did you find the number of items manageable?
O Too short

O Just right

O Too long

Engagement

Did you feel engaged while completing the scale?
O Yes

O No (If no, please explain why.)
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Relevance

Did the items feel relevant to your personal experiences?

O Yes

O No (If no, please specify which items felt irrelevant and why.)

Section 2: Item-Specific Feedback

For each section of the scale, please note if any items were:
Confusing: The meaning was unclear or ambiguous.
Redundant: Too similar to other items.

Uncomfortable: Made you feel uncomfortable answering.

Bodily Sense
Did any item stand out as unclear or confusing? If so, please specify:
Were there any items that felt repetitive? Please list:

Sense of Self
Were there any items you found difficult to answer? If so, which ones and why?
Did any item feel irrelevant to your experience? Please explain:

Sense of Belonging
Were there items that you felt were hard to relate to or unclear?
Did any item feel unnecessary? If so, which one(s)?

Sense of the Possible
Did you find all items meaningful and clear?
Were there items that could be improved? Please specify:

Sense of Purpose
Were there any items that felt vague or overly broad? Please describe:
Did you feel any aspect of “purpose” was missing or underrepresented?

Philosophical Sense
Did any item in this section feel confusing or overly abstract?
Are there any items you think should be added to better reflect “philosophical sense”?

Section 3: Suggestions for Improvement

Are there any words, phrases, or concepts you think should be clarified or replaced?
Did any of the items feel too extreme or absolute? Please specify:

Are there any areas or topics you feel should be added to the scale?

Do you have any other suggestions for improving the scale?

Section 4: Final Thoughts
What was your overall impression of the Philosophical Health Compass?
Would you recommend any changes to make the questionnaire more engaging or easier to complete?
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